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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S. C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

2. Claims 1-8, 1 1-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to comply 
with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not 
described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant 
art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed 
invention. It is not seen how applicant had possession of the claimed "non-structural substrate 
carrier", given the inconsistencies of applicant's specification, explained further below. 

1 . The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claims 1-8, 1 1-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

3. Claim 18 is illogical. How can a carrier having a first interface member be molded with 
the trim panel? 

4. Independent claims are indefinite. How can one determine whether a carrier is structural 
on non-structural, which latter is an indefinite negative limitation? Furthermore, applicant's own 
specification definitions for this term are inconsistent and confusing and illogical. Applicant 
states that the carrier is non-structural as it is not capable of transferring loads. However, the 
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carrier has loading from the trim panel in transit, and moreover has integral impact absorbers 
thereon, the purpose of which is to absorb impact loading. Moreover, applicant discloses that 
the module, including the carrier and trim panel, also includes "any of a variety of door related 
components coupled to the carrier 14 (e.g., pull cup, wire harness 18, window regulator system 
20, a speaker 22, and the like" (paragraph [0021] . All of these components, particularly the pull 
cup and window regulator system transfer loads to the carrier. Hence, the claims are defective 
and applicant's arguments regarding the references applied thereto are ineffective. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(a) the invention was known or used by others in this country, or patented or described in a printed publication in this 
or a foreign country, before the invention thereof by the applicant for a patent. 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application fded under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 2 1(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

2. Claims 11, 13, 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(a or e) as being anticipated by 
Kirejczyk. 

See column 4, lines 14-22 and column 3, line 49. 

As to claim 14, conventional manner of column 3, line 61, includes a pin on the trim 
panel and an aperture on the carrier. 

Moreover, Kirejczyk discloses that the carrier may be constructed of a plastic material as 
disclosed for applicant's carrier. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

4. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out 
the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

5. Claims 11, 13, 14 are further rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kirejczyk. 

6. Paragraph 2 above is incorporated by reference. Regarding applicant's indefinite 
terminology "non-structural", it is not a patentable distinction to reduce the strength of a member 
to save weight, for example and thus reduce the maximum load that a member can withstand. 

7. Claims 12, 23-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kirejczyk. 

Kirejczyk discloses the step of removing the trim panel and installing the carrier. Placing 
the trim panel on a holding fixture during the carrier installation is an obvious expedient 
to one of ordinary skill in the art. 
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Applicant may seasonally challenge, for the official record in this application, this and any other 
statement of judicial notice in timely manner in response to this office action. Please specify the 
exact statement to be challenged. Applicant is reminded, with respect to the specific challenge 
put forth, of the duty of disclosure under Rule 56 to disclose material which is pertinent to 
patentability including claim rejections challenged by applicant. 

8. Claims 1-6, 8, 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kirejczyk in view of Kameyama. 

As stated above, an injection molded carrier is not structural. Kameyama teaches a one 
piece interface member 5 formed with the trim panel. Processes are not given patentable 
weight in a product claim (MPEP 2113), but plastic articles are commonly molded. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill to provide in Kirejczyk a carrier 
interface member 3 and door trim interface member 5 as taught by Kameyama has an 
example of the conventional attachment disclosed by Kirejczyk. 
As to claim 3, the juncture of 2 and 3 of Kameyama is U-shaped. Further, U-shaped 
retainers for hooks are of common knowledge in the art. 
As to claim 6, see remarks above. 

As to claim 8, Kirejczyk discloses an armrest support bracket 68. Pull cups are 
conventionally mounted on armrests, hence member 68 is a conventional pull cup 
support. 

9. Claims 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kirejczyk in view 
of Kameyama as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Yazaki Corp, cited by applicant 
as "Kawamata". 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill to provide in the references above 
impact absorbers as taught by Yazaki Corp. in order to reduce injury. 
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10. Claim 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kirejczyk in view 
of Nishikawa et al. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill to provide in Kirejczyk in integral 
impact absorber 16 as taught by Nishikawa et al. in order to reduce injury. 

1 1 . Claims 16-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Kirejczyk 
in view of Nishikawa et al. as applied to claim 15 above, and further in view of Kameyama. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill to provide in the references above 
retainers as taught by Kameyama in order to easily attach and remove the trim panel and carrier. 

12. Claims 19-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Kirejczyk 
in view of Nishikawa et al. as applied to claim 15 above, and further in view of Yazaki Corp. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill to provide in Kirejczyk as modified 
by Nishikawa et al, with an integral impact absorber, with both upper and lower absorbers as 
taught by Yazaki Corp. in order to improve protection. 

As to claims 20-21, both Nishikawa et al. and Yazaki Corp. detail wall projections. 

As to claim 22, see claim 8 above. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 1/18/2008 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. Please see the response above. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Dennis H. Pedder whose telephone number is (571) 272-6667. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 5:30-2:00. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Glenn D. Dayoan can be reached on (571) 272-6659. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Dennis H. Pedder/ Dennis H. Pedder 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3612 Primary Examiner 

Art Unit 3612 

DHP 

3/10/2008 



